WEBSTER TOWN PLANNING BOARD MINUTES
PLACE: Webster Town Board Meeting Room 1002 Ridge Road
TIME: 7:00 p.m.

DATE: 19 October 2021

PRESENT:

Anthony Casciani, Chairman

Dave Arena, Secretary

Dave Malta, Vice Chairman

Derek Meixell

Mark Giardina

Charlie Genese, Town Attorney

Josh Artuso, Director of Community Development
Katherine Kolich, Recording Secretary

ABSENT:
John Kosel

Mr. Casciani: Welcome to the October 19, 2021 Planning Board meeting. We have | tabled
matter and 6 scheduled matters.

Before we start, those of you who have been here for different meetings, our attorney, Raja
Sekharan, he passed away a week and a half ago, could we have a moment of silence please.
Thank you! Raja was... | was not related to him, but I am emotional with him. He is a great guy
and he really dedicated his time to the town and is going to be sorely missed. So, in the interim
we have Charlie Genese who is the Town Attorney sitting in with us this evening.

Pledge of Allegiance/Roll Call

We have a fairly lengthy agenda this evening so 1 would like to keep things moving as smoothly
as we can. With that, Dave could you go ahcad and start with Solimano.

Summary overview of outcome:
SOLIMANOQO SUBDIVISION

Applicant: Megan Solimano

Drawing: N/A

Dated: N/A

Revision: N/A

Status; APPROVED W/ PLLANS DATED 10.18.21.

ULTA BEAUTY

Applicant: Mark Zazubec

Drawing: N/A

Dated: N/A

Revision: N/A

Status: APPROVED W/DRAWING #9121
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701 SUMMIT DIRVE

Applicant: Eric Elwell

Drawing: N/A

Dated: N/A

Revision: N/A

Status: LWRP CONSISTENCY DETERMINATION APPROVED

PROJECT APPROVED AS PRESENTED (due to the low water level in that area

1076 GLEN EDYTH
Applicant: James Leonardo
Drawing: N/A
Dated: N/A
Revision: N/A
Status: SKETCH PLAN REVIEW ONLY:
¢ Board will send a letter/refer to Public Works Dept. in favor of the 102’ dock;
current dock will need to be removed.
¢ Only (1) dock allowed on parcel

* LWRP CONSISTENCY DETERMINATION APPROVED

877 DEWITT ROAD
Applicant: Steve Syracusa
Drawing: N/A
Dated: N/A
Revision: N/A
Status: APPROVED W/ CONDITIONS: Board determined that the house is facing east on
DeWitt Road and garage will be at rear of the house.
e Garage no to be used for commercial purposes.

s Garage to be used for personal use only.

740 RIDGE ROAD

Applicant: LeFrois Builders and Developers

Drawing: N/A

Dated: N/A

Revision: N/A

Status: SKETCH PLAN REVIEW ONLY:

Board requests:
o That there be a dedicated area for unloading and should be shown on plans.
¢ Front area of Garber needs to be fixed where signs were put up by the State.
e Show turnaround on plans.
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SIENNA RESERVE

Applicant: Insite Land Development

Drawing: N/A

Dated: N/A

Revision: N/A

Status: APPROVED PRELIMINARY W/ CONDITIONS:
¢ Drawings to show private road for buffering
* Needs additional landscape along north
e Need detail on buffer

e Developer to work with Town to address existing drainage issues at north end of
project site

Dave Arena read the first application:

SOLIMANO SUBDIVISION: Located east of Chigwell Lane North. Applicant Megan
Solimano is requesting PRELIMINARY / FINAL SUBDIVISION APPROVAL (PUBLIC
HEARING) associated with the subdivision of a 13.4-acre parcel into (2) lots having SBL

050.040-01-51.13 located in an R-3 Single Family Residential District under Section 192-18 of
the Code of the Town of Websler.

Appearing before the board was Bryan White with McMahon LaRue Associates. We were hired
by the Solimano’s, Megan and Matt to prepare a site subdivision plan. We were previously in
front of the Planning Board on September 7, 2021 which it was tabled and referred to the Town
Board to accept the dedication. We met with the Town Board on October 7, 2021 and they
accepted the dedication and so now we are back at the Planning Board for Preliminary and Final
approval.

Mr. Casciani: Ok, so the question is, is the easement going in and that is where you were running
into questions at the Town Board meeting.

Bryan White: Correct. Since out last meeting, we modificd the width of the easement from 10 to
25 feet and there is no impact on the site plan or the subdivision it is just the change in width. Per
the Town Board, they were going to act on the dedication to accept it but ideally our client
wanted to have on the record that the easement would be abandoned or released upon acceptance
of the dedication, but 1 think it was the boards opinion that we need to proceed with filing the
cascment and dedicating the property and once that is ail completed, then approach the Town

Board again for request to abandoned the easement. So, done in 2 separate pieces inslead of all in
one.

Mr. Casciani: Which would be understandable, and you guys are agrecable 1o that? The town is
willing to work with it but there is a process that had to be followed.

Bryan White: It was optimistic, and our clients were willing to proceed with that direction.

Mr. Casciani: So, what is it, you are taking 3-3 Y2 acres over the 13 I believe.
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Bryan White: Yes. There is approximately 10 acres being dedicated to the town and 3 Y2 will go
to the Solimano’s so for the single-family residence.

Mr. Casciani: Does anyone have any questions or concerns? This was into us for review and
then we sent a letter to the Town Board to gel a feel for it and see where they stood with it, do
they want the land or do they not want the land and that parcel, the remaining 10 acres of it
adjoins and existing open space area now so that will just add that acreage to it. Probably
something that we should have in there is that ...no, I don’t think we have to because there is no
way to get to it then. No further development on that piece that is going to the town so that
would be ok. Ijust got this out, it’s a resolution {rom the Town Board and they are willing to
accepl the donation of the 10 + or — acres of land to the Town of Webster by John Nacca on
proper subdivision and the vote was all positive. Ok with that, the applicant is in for a
preliminary and final. Question and Raja always wanted to do, is do separate which we agree,
and I don’t see why we can’t do the 2 of them because there is nothing more that they are going
to do with the project . Give them preliminary and then final. Two separate motions and its no
sense of coming back again to repeat tonight.

Charlie Genese: I see what you are saying, you are not going to have a separate hearing.

Mr. Casciani: Correct. Do them both tonight. Two separate resolutions INAUDIBLE (both
parties speaking)

Charlie Genese: There is no controversy beyond?

Mr. Casciani: Correct. The only issue is with the Town Board if they are willing to accept it so
therefore, 1 don’t see it as an issue.

Charlie Genese: Alright, Mr. Artuso, do you have anything on this that you want to comment on?
Do you have any problem with having both preliminary and {inal on the same night?

Josh Artuso: No. Given the track record of this particular project, and the number of meetings it
has already gone through, I"'m comfortable with that.

Mr. Casciani: Again, this is a public hearing. Is there anyone hear wishing to speak for or
against this project? 1 am not secing anyone. We will close the public portion and bring it back
{o the board. Are there any other comments?

Mr. Anderson:

MOTION FOR UNLISTED ACTION

Town of Webster Planning Board considered the request by Applicant, Megan Solimano to
subdivision a 13.4-acre parcel having SBL 050.040-01-51.13 located east of Chigwell Lane
North into (2) lots with lot 1 remaining single family residential property and lot 2 being
dedicated to the Town of Webster as open space.

Pg. 405 /October 19, 2021 Planning Meeting



The Planning Board determined that the proposed action is an Unlisted Action under Part 617:
State Environmental Quality Review (SEQR).

The Planning Board determined that the action is subject to a single agency review pursuant to
Part 617.6(b)(1) of SEQR and that it is the most appropriate agency for making the determination
of significance. The Planning Board therefore designates itself lead agency for the proposed
action.

The Planning Board has given consideration to the criteria for determining significance as set
forth in Section 617.7(c)(1) of SEQR, and has
1. considered the information contained in the Short Environmental Assessment Form Part
1 dated August 23, 2021,
2. considered public comments directed to the Planning Board during the Public Hearings
on September 7 and October 19, 201,
3. completed Part 2 of the Environmental Assessment Form.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the TOWN OF WEBSTER PLANNING
BOARD hereby determines that the proposed action will not have a significant adverse effect on
the environment for the reasons set forth in the attached Notice of Determination of Non
Significance; be it further,

RESOLVED that the TOWN OF WEBSTER PLANNING BOARD is authorized o take all
actions reasonable and necessary (o file the Negative Declaration and discharge the TOWN OF
WEBSTER PLANNING BOARD’S responsibility as lead agency for this action, be it further,

RESOLVED that the TOWN OF WEBSTER PLANNING BOARD, based on the information
and analysis above, the referenced supporting documentation, and discussions of the action by
the TOWN OF WEBSTER PLANNING BOARD as documented by the Minutes for this
meeting, that the proposed action WILL NOT result in any significant environmental impacts, be
it further,

RESOLVED that the TOWN OF WEBSTER PLANNING BOARD, thereflore makes a
DETERMINATION OF NON-SIGNIFICANCE, be 1t further,

RESOLVED, that the TOWN OF WEBSTER PLANNING BOARD, based on the above reasons
issues a NEGATIVE DECLARATION as evidence of its determination.

SOLIMANO SUBDIVISON
NOTICE OF DETERMINATION OF NON-SIGNIFICANCE

The Planning Board has reasonably concluded the following results from the proposed action,
when compared against the criteria in Section 617.7(c):

1. The proposed action will not have a substantial adverse change in air quality since it does
not include a regulated emission source.
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10.

11

15.

16.

17.

The proposed action will not have a substantial adverse change in ground or surface
water quality or quantity since the proposed action includes septic systems designed to
current Department of Health Standards.

Water will be supplied by the Monroe County Water Authority which has adequate
capacity to support the action.

Wastewater will be treated by the Town of Webster which has adequate capacity to
support the action.

The proposed action wifl not have a substantial adverse change in potential for erosion,
flooding, leaching or drainage problems. Development of individual parcels will
conform to NYSDEC for storm water management and control.

The proposed action will not have a substantial adverse change in existing solid waste
production since the action is for the subdivision of residential properties that will
produce solid wastes in quantities typical of single-family residences.

The proposed action will not have a substantial adverse change in existing noise, odor or
light since the action is being developed in accordance with Town of Webster standards.
A temporary increase in noise levels consistent with normal construction activities is
anticipated when during construction on the subdivided lots.

The proposed action will not have a substantial adverse change, or cumulative change
since the proposed action creates five new residential parcels from an existing residential
parcel. Traffic generated is anticipated (o be minimal.

The proposed action will not have a substantial adverse impact on the criteria listed under
Section 617(c)(1)(ii) of SEQR because no habitats or threatened or endanger species were
identified on or contiguous to the proposed site.

The proposed action is not located in an area designated as a Critical Environmental Area
by the Town of Webster or New York State pursuant to subdivision 617.14(g) of SEQR.
The proposed action is not in material conflict with the Town of Webster 2008
Comprehensive Plan.

. The proposed action will not create an impairment of the criteria listed under Section

617(c)(1)(v) of SEQR since the action is not located in or adjacent to the listed resources
and is in character with the surrounding community.

. The action will not result in a major change in the type or use of energy since the action

is for the subdivision of three parcels into five parcels and the construction of nine, single
family residences. Single family residents would not require an upgrade to existing
power distribution system infrastructure.

. The action will not create a hazard to human health since 1t does not contain nor is il

located adjacent to an existing sources of hazardous substances or contaminants. The
project does not contemplate the use of hazardous substances or contaminants.

The action will not create a substantial change in use of the land since the action is
consistent with zoning for the land, the existing community character, and the Town of
Webster 2008 Comprehensive Plan,

The action will not attract a large number of people for more than a few days when
compared to taking no action since the action involves the creation of nine new parcels
and does not create areas that will attract a large number of people.

The action will not create a cumulative impact on the environment as listed under
617(c)(1)(x), (x1), and (xii) of SEQR.
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E RESOLUTION 21-096

VOTE:

M.
Mr.
Mr.

M

M.
Mr.

Mr. Anderson made a motion for NEGATIVE
DECLARATION which was seconded by Mr.
Arena.

. Anderson AYE
Arena AYE
Kosel ABSENT
Malta AYE

", Meixell AYE
Casciani AYE
Giardina AYE

Mr. Casciani: The applicant is here for a preliminary and final subdivision approval for this

project .

RESOLUTION 21-097

VOTE:
Mi
Mr
Mr

Mr.

Mr
Mr
Mr

RESOLUTION 21-098

Mr. Casciani made a motion for PRELIMINARY
APPROVAL FOR SOLIMANO SUBDIVISION:
Located east of Chigwell Lane North. Applicant
Megan Solimano is with the subdivision of a 13.4-
acre parcel. Approving the 3 +/- acres on the
overall 13 acres owned by Mr. Nacca and the Town
Board will work with considering the elimination of
the proposed easement having SBL. 050.040-01-
51.13 located in an R-3 Single Family Residential
District under Sectton 192-18 of the Code of the
Town of Webster which was seconded by Mr.
Meixell.

. Anderson AYE

. Arena AYE

. Kosel ABSENT
Malia AYE

. Meixell AYE

. Casciani AYE

. Giardina AYE

Mr. Casciani made a motion for FINAL
APPROVAL FOR SOLIMANO SUBDIVISION:
Located east of Chigwell Lane North. Applicant
Megan Solimano is with the subdivision of a 13.4-
acre parcel. Approving the 3 +/- acres on the
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overall 13 acres owned by Mr. Nacca and the Town
Board will work with considering the elimination of
the proposed easement having SBL 050.040-01-
51.13 located in an R-3 Single Family Residential
District under Section 192-18 of the Code of the
Town of Webster which was seconded by Mr.

Arena.
VOTE:
Mr. Anderson AYE
Mr. Arena AYE
Mr. Kosel ABSENT
Mr. Malta AYE
Mr. Meixell AYE
Mr. Casciani AYE
Mr. Giardina AYE

CONDITIONS:
e Subject to drawings October 18, 2021

Dave Arena read the second application:

ULTA BEAUTY AWNING/PANELS: Located at 913 Holt Road. Applicant Mark Zazubec is
requesting PRELIMINARY / FINAL SITE PLAN APPROVAL (PUBLIC HEARING)
associated with the replacement of (1) existing and installation of (4) additional flat awning
panels 1o the Ulta Beauty storefront fagade on a 15.7-acre parcel having SBL # 079.12-1-19.112

located in an HC High Intensity Commercial District under Section 228-10 of the Code of the
Town of Webster.

Appearing before the board was Mark Zazubec and my company is ASC Corp, and we are a
local iron manufacturer. So, the existing and they call is a shoebox awning, 1s flush with the
building. So, the have an existing shoebox awning over the main Ulta entrance so they are
proposing to recover that and to add 4 more across the cubage frontage. The awnings are to sit
flush with the curvatures so they will not project off from the building. The awning is 2 feet high
and 12-foot projection, so it is going to sit right inside of there and then just the front pane! is
going 1o be fabricated in the same malerial that they have in there now. It is an actual costume
made of textile fabric specific to Ulta.

Mr. Casciani: There is no lighting?

Mark Zazubec: No lighting.

Mr. Casciani: Have you got this cleared with Core Development? The developers of the project?
Mark Zazubec: Yes, everything has been cleared and the landlord has given permission.

Dave Malta: No, it ties in with the front entrance and gives a little more identity to the place.

Pg. 409 /October 19, 2021 Planning Meeting



Mr. Casciani: And this is also a preliminary and final also. s there anyone here wishing to speak
for or against this? Ok with that, we will close the public portion and bring it back up to the
board.

Mr. Anderson:
RESOLUTION

Town of Websler Planning Board considered the request by Applicant, Mark Zazubec to replace
(1) existing flat awning panel and to install (4) additional flat awning panels on the Ulta Beauty
storefront fagade located at 913 Holt Road on a 15.7-acre parcel having SBL #079.12-1-19.112.

The Planning Board classifies the proposed action to be a Type Il Action under Section

617.5(c)(2) of the State Environmental Review (SEQR) Regulations and therefore is not subject
to further review.

RESOLUTION 21-099 Mr. Anderson made a motion for TYPE II SEQR
which was seconded by Mr. Giardina.
VOTE:
Mr. Anderson AYE
Mr. Arena AYE
Mr. Kosel ABSENT
Mr. Malta AYE
Mr. Meixell AYE
Mr. Casciani AYE
Mr. Giardina AYE
RESOLUTION 21-100 Mr, Malta made a motion for PRELIMINARY

SIGN APPROVAL AT Located at 913 Holt Road.
Applicant Mark Zazubec is requesting
PRELIMINARY /FINAL SITE PLAN
APPROVAL (PUBLIC HEARING) associated
with the replacement of (1) existing and installation
ol (4) additional {lat awning panels to the Ulta
Beauty storefront fagade on a 15.7-acre parcel
having SBL # 079.12-1-19.112 located in an HC
High Intensity Commercial District under Section
228-10 of the Code of the Town of Webster which
was seconded by Mr. Meixell.
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VOTE:

CONDITIONS:

1. Approvals are subject to Drawing No: 9121

RESOLUTION 21-101

VOTE:

FINAL APPROVAL

Subject to PRC comments.

el e e

expite on  10.19.2022,

Mr
Mr
Mr
Mr
Mr
Mr
Mr

Dave Arena read the third application:

. Anderson
. Arena

. Kosel

. Malta

. Meixell

. Casciani
. Giardina

AYE
AYE
ABSENT
AYE
AYE
AYE
AYE

Mr. Malta made a motion for FINAL SIGN
APPROVAL AT 819 Ridge Road. Applicant Total
Image Solutions to swap out existing canopy and
monument signage with new signage to reflect a
change from Speedway to Mobil on a .99-acre
parcel having SBL # 079.18-1-70 located in an MC
District under Section 178-7 of the Code of the
Town of Webster with drawing dated 9.10.2021
which was seconded by Mr. Meixell.

. Anderson
. Arena

. Kosel

. Malta

. Meixell

-, Casciani
" Giardina

Subject to Preliminary Approval Conditions.
Subject to Departiment of Public Works approval
Significant construction shall occur within one year, as deemed by the Planning Board, 10

AYE
AYE
ABSENT
AYE
AYE
AYE
AYE

701 SUMMIT DRIVE DOCK/BOAT HOIST: Located at 701 Summit Drive. Applicant Eric
Elwell is requesting PRELIMINARY/FINAL DOCK APPROVAL & LWRP
CONSISTENCY RECOMMENDATION (PUBLIC HEARING) for the construction of a 40’
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dock extension to an existing 60’ dock and installation of a permanent boat hoist on Irondequoit
Bay associated with a .95-acre parcel having SBL 063.17-1-31 located in an R-2 Single Family
Residential Zoning District under Sections 222-4 & 225-27 of the Code of the Town of Webster.

Appearing before the board was Eric Elwell. Ok, so I have an existing dock there. It is 6 foot
wide by 60 foot long and I am looking to extend the dock by 40 feet and put in an additional lift,
30,000-pound boat lift, permanent base with no cover on it and that about sums it up.

Mr. Casciani: Ok and the question would be, why a 100 foot?

Eric Elwell: Right now, the water level is about 3 foot deep where it’s at and the boat that I want
to put in has a 3 2 foot draft so by extending the dock another 40 feet, it will give me the depth
that I am looking for to be able to hoist the boat there.

Mr. Casciani: And Josh, the cod is what? It’s supposed to be what, 50 foot?

Josh Artuso: That is correct.

Mr. Casciani: So, to do this, will he need a variance for this? Is it in the view of the Planning
Board to grant that extension?

Josh Artuso: Have you received your permit {from the DEC?

Eric Elweli: 1 did receive a permit from the DEC and I actually got it today and 1 do have a copy
of it with me here and they basically approved it and they did it because it is a lot easier because
there is an existing structure there so most of the requirements that they had were waived

because it is already an existing structure,

Mr. Casciani: Ok, so you have the permit from the DEC | then he doesn’t need a variance then.
Look up 225-25

Dave Malta: 1 think we have a history of 100-foot docks.
Mr. .Casciani: Yes, we do but the code says 50 and that is why 1 asked you.
Dave Malta: Well, T am just saying, it is not unusual (o have a 100 [eet.

Mr. Casciani: There are scveral dock here in that area that are that length, but they were put in
prios to the lobbing the change which was like 10 years ago.

Eric Elwell: 1 did have 2 neighbors that also wrote letters that they were exciled about the project
and they thought it would add value to the neighborhood.

Mr. Casciani: They are supporting it.

Eric Elwell: Yes.
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Mr. Casciani: Is there anyone wishing to speak for or against this project ? In the code book, it is
reading 200 feet but that has been changed. So, if the code book says 200 foot, I am going to
stick with that, [ guess. I don’t have anything more current then that.

Charlie Genese: The thing that is interesting about the code and regarding docks is that it
obviously gives authority to the Planning Board which is unusual for something like this.

Mr. Casciani: Are you comfortable with this moving forward with the 60-foot addition?

Charlic Genese: Based on what I am reading, from a legal standpoint, I am comfortable with it.
It does say 100 foot or longer shall be required to having lighting at the end (both parties
speaking at the same time)

Eric Elwell: I do have lights on the 60-foot dock as well.

Charlie Genese: I would go with it.

Mr. Casciani: Yes, at the end of the 100 you have to have lighting. Ok, we will eliminate the
variance part of it. No one wishing to speak, we will close the public hearing . It is in addition to
an existing dock and boat hoist. Are you putting in a shore station ?

Erik Elwell: Yes

Mr. Anderson: 1do have a SEQR prepared, and I do want to point out that the notice of
complete application issued by DEC and DEC took it upon themselves (o determine that this is a
TYPE Il action so we will just repeat their action.

Mr. Casciani: What we will have 1o do (0 is make a resolution for preliminary and then a final.
We also have Lo do one for LWRP consistency.

Mr. Anderson:

RESOLUTION

Town of Webster Planning Board considered the request by Applicant, Eric Elwell to construct a
40’ dock extension to an existing 60 dock and installation of a permanent boat hoist on
Irondequoit Bay associated with a 0.95-acre parcel having SBL 063.17-1-31 located at 701
Summit Drive.

The Planning Board classifies the proposed action to be a Type 11 Action under Section
617.5(c)(2) and (9) of the State Environmental Review (SEQR) Regulations and therefore is not
subject to further review.

RESOLUTION 21-102 Mr. Anderson made a motion for TYPE II SEQR
which was seconded by Mr. Arena.
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VOTE:

RESOLUTION 21-103

VOTE:

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

CONDITIONS:

. Anderson AYE
. Arena AYE
. Kosel ABSENT
. Malta AYE
. Meixell AYE
. Cascianti AYE
. Giardina AYE
Mr. Casciani made a motion for PRELIMINARY
SIGN APPROVAL AT Located at 701 Summit
Drive. Applicant Eric Elwell is requesting the
construction of a 40’ dock extension to an existing
60’ dock and installation of a permanent boat hoist
on Irondequoit Bay associated with a .95-acre
parcel! having SBL 063.17-1-31 located in an R-2
Single Family Residential Zoning District under
Sections 222-4 & 225-27 of the Code of the Town
of Webster which was seconded by Mr. Meixell.
Anderson AYE
Arena AYE
Kosel ABSENT
. Malta AYE
Meixell AYE
Casciani AYE
Giardina AYE

¢ Approved with drawing on file/as presented.
o Applicant will also be placing a boat lift at the end of the dock
e Dock has to be lit and the end.

RESOLUTION 21-104

Mr. Casciani made a motion for FINAL SIGN
APPROVAL AT Located at 701 Summit Drive.
Applicant Eric Elwell is requesting the construction
of a 40’ dock exicnsion o an cxisting 60° dock and
installation of & permanent boat hoist on
Irondequoit Bay. associated with a .95-acre parcel
having SBL 063.17-1-31 located in an R-2 Single
Family Residential Zoning District under Sections
222-4 & 225-27 of the Code of the Town of
Webster which was seconded by Mr. Anderson.
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Mr. Casciani: Approval based on water level being extremely low.

VOTE:
Mzr. Anderson AYE
Mr. Arena AYE
Mr. Kosel ABSENT
Mr. Malta AYE
Mr. Meixell AYE
Mr. Casciani AYE
Mr. Giardina AYE
RESOLUTION 21-105 Mr. Casciani made a motion for LWRP
CONSISTENCY DETERMINATION
APPROVAL which was seconded by Mr. Malta.
VOTE:
Mr. Anderson AYE
Mr. Arena AYE
Mr. Kosel ABSENT
Mr. Malta AYE
Mr. Meixell AYE
Mr. Casciani AYE
Mr. Giardina AYE

Mr. Casciani: Another reason also 1s the location of the additional 40 foot where this is located,
this is kind of in a cove a little bit, so it really doesn’t protrude out into the bay and it really
doesn’t interfere with anything.

Eric Elwell; It will still be shorter then the dock that is to the right of me. I will still be behind it.
Mur. Casciani: Yes, I just wanted that for the record. Your all sef.

Dave Arena read the fourth application:

1076 GLEN EDITH DRIVE DOCK: Located at [076 Glen Edith Drive. Applicant James
Leonardo is requesting SKETCH PLAN REVIEW for a DOCK PERMIT (o construct a 102’
x 4’ dock on hrondequoit Bay associated with a 1.15-acre parcel having SBL # 078.18-1-55.21
located in a WD Waterfront Development District under Section 225-25 K of the Code of the
Town of Webster.

Appearing before the board was Chad Flansburg with Phillips Lytle and 1 represent James
Leonardo and we are here on our pre-application sketch plan and conference and we are seeking
a referral to the Department of Public Works pursuant to section 225 subdivision K of the Town
of Webster code and we have provided as part of our application, the DEC permit , exhibit A or
Schedule A of that attachment of that permit provides the sketch plan for the dock and the dock
is approved by the DEC at a 102’ with a lift and I believe electrical as well. This is a subdivision
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with few dwellings and that is the reason we are seeking a referral to the Department of Public
Works.

Mr. Casciani: Now the concern, we have gotten several comments, is the length of it protruding
out because the property jets out. The old Glen Edythe area jets out, going out a 100 foot. Is
there any consideration to make that to shorten that without extending so far out into the water.

Chad Flansburg: I know we have been working with Josh and the town with the design
professionals. (not at the mic) as part of the approvals on INAUDIBLE and utility plans it has
been designed o be a 102 feet and we left it on the site plan approval for the R-3 residents. The
design professionals have taken a look at whether a shorter dock but based on the use and |
understand the water height itself and the type of boat that is going to be docked there along
with the area, we believe that the 102 feet is appropriate.

Mr. Casciani: Yes, I believe the water depth there, it always has pretty good water there unless
somebody raised the bottom of the bay up but that has got good water in that area and I don’t
think it’s shallow at all.

Chad Flansburg: 1 do believe the type of boat and I don’t have the specifics of it but the type of
boat the type of boat that is intended to dock there , that working with the design professionals
the 102-foot dock is what has been recommended and we have been working and speaking to the
town all along about that type of specific structure.

Dave Malta: What is the size of the boat that is going to be therc?

Chad Flansburg: Unfortunately, I don’t have the specifics of it. 1 know it is a very nice boat, a
nice development and area so the intent is (o park or dock the boat there.

Dave Malta: You don’t know if it is 30-40 feel?

Mr, Casciani: No, he is talking closer {o 90 feet.

Chad Flansburg: It is a big boat as 1 understand it,

Dave Malta: So, it is going 1o need a big dock.

Mr. Casciani: But the thing is, there is concerns and as matter of fact, Josh, Mary, and 1 were
talking to the DEC today on it and they have already given you a permit for it, but they have left
it (o the town (o say iU's up to you guys and based on the comments of neighbors and people that
go atong there. What would be the chance of reducing that to 90 feet? In my opinion, I wouldn’t

have an issue but just shorten that thing up a little bit.

Chad Flansburg: Well, it is my understanding from the design professionals that is should be
102 feet.
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Mr. Casciani: Well, design professionals are always going to design what suits the applicant
obviously, but the reality is we are thinking of people that use that area and you know the nature
of that thing that juts out like this and now you go out another 100 foot, you are protruding out to
the bay a considerable distance. My point is, if we can get you to shorten it up just a little bit just
so we have appeased some of the concerns and 10-12 feet is not going to make that much of a
difference of a dock but at least we are doing out part to shorten it up.

Chad Flansburg: It is my understanding that, that 102 feet is important, and I would like to add
that part of this Bay Blue Development and let me give you a little history about it. The owner
who purchased the Bay Blue Subdivision, James Leonardo, has put a great deal of
improvements into the area, he built out a retention wall, he put in a pump station, they are
developing that property at a considerable expense. All this is sort or coming together. We are
trying to get a building permit for the property so the pump station can be dedicated and in
conjunction with that, we are trying to get the dock permit and again, we would greatly
appreciate 102-foot dock as approved by the DEC . We feel given the public improvements,
particularly the pump station that was built at Mr. Leonardo’s expense, if you take that into
consideration, we politely and gratefully ask for the 102-foot dock.

Mr. Casciani: What does that INAUDIBLE and I know we are getting off a little bit but there
were some issues that had to be resolved with that or something.

Chad Flansburg: Yes, right now we are currently working on getting as-builds drawings for the
pump station and Bob Kiefer was the previous Engineer and a conversation with Don Hauza or
cxcuse me, it was Geoff Benway and he thought he may know where the as-buitds are and il we
can’t located them, we are working with TYLIN to come up with a price quote for those as-
builds but what we are working a work plan, a previous work plan with the town to get the dock
permit and the building permit for the R-3 residents so we can dedicate the pump station. The
Town and mysell along with the Engineers are working in good faith to get that accomplished as
quickly as possible and if we could have this referred 1o the Departiment of Public Works for
them to take a look at it again, we would greatly appreciate it because the benefit of dedicating
that pump station I think is a great one for the community. There are already many houses that
are online, and the pump station is in use and should be dedicaled as quick as possible and 1 think
those considerations again. [ again respectively request the 102-foot dock.

Dave Arena: Tony, weren’t you alluding to the depth of the water over there before? And il 50, a
90-foot boat maybe drafts 4-5 feet.

Mr. Casciani: Yes, as I recall years ago being in that area all the time INAUDIBLE

Dave Arena: 1 dove there, all kinds of things and that is deep. The way 1 drove a boat | was able
to get in there and 1 am pretty bad.

Chad Flansburg: I do know that in this area, and I have attended other town reviews that there

are large docks in that area and unfortunately, I don’t have the specifics of where they are, but I
don’t think this is creating a precedence at all for a dock of this type.
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Mr. Casciani: | agree, and [ am well aware. We just approved one just before you at a 100 foot,
but he was in a cove and it really doesn’t impact any through traffic. That area gets a lot of
traffic up and down there. That was my only concern with it.

Chad Flansburg: We will have a light and I hate to keep harping, but I do believe putting in the
pump station was a great benefit to the town which was done by Mr. Leonardo and I ask that,
that it be taken into consideration. Before this development there was a plan for more or a high
residential or mixed use and I think this is a greal improvement over it and conversation all
along have been for a 102-foot dock and the utility plans sighed by the town reflecting the 102-
foot dock and 1 could show that to the board.

Mr. Casciani: Let me ask you this, along that line, it’s on one of the drawings, there is currently a
dock there now?

Chad Flansburg: There is a house that is built...so there is no dock built for the R-3.

Mr. Casciani: There is yes, I believe there is a dock in there. 1 believe somebody built a dock
there.

Derek Anderson: If you look at this site plan, that we have from TYLIN
Chad Flansburg: Is that the one with the DEC permit?

Derek Anderson: Correct. It has the DEC permit, and it is dated August 2, 2019 and that was the
date of the plan. This plan shows the various parcels on it and it shows a 102-foot dock at that
point and time. So, what Tony is talking about, when you look at this aerial photograph that is
also in with the application and it shows the actual parcels and the one showing where this dock
is going (o go in and the photographs is a visual dock that is on this parcel. So, I guess the
question is, is that existing dock that is there, is that being replaced with this new one ?

Chad Flansburg: 1 don’t know for sure what that structure is, and 1 apologize {or not having that
knowledge, but 1 do know what the intention is and that is for the dock to be built in connection
with the R-3 residents; is to me consistent with what is depicted on the DEC attachment permit.
So, there 1s no plan to have and what that is, 1 don’t know but we don’t have a permit for a dock
as T understand.

Mr. Casciani: Whalt is there now Josh, 1sn’t there a dock there now?

Josh Artuso: Actually yes, the structure [ believe you are seeing in the photo was an atlempt (0
construct a dock and it was later shut down I believe by the DEC at the time because a dock is an
accessory use and you can’t have an accessory use without a principal structure so that was one
of my questions, is whether or not the intent is to utilize the existing structure that had been
started and continue on or would that be removed and replaced with the dock we are talking
about now.
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Mr. Casciani: There is already one there, so they have a stop work order. (people talking at the
same time)

Josh Artuso: It's been there for several years now. So, we just want clarification on that.
Mr. Casciani: Is that what is going to be extended?

Chad Flansburg: I don’t know the answer to that. 1f it is going to be extended or if it is going to
be a skeleton element of the dock, it would be built off that. If it is not going to be part of the
dock, it would have to removed but I think that is certainly something that we could discuss with
the Depariment of Public Works. That is a work point, and we can certainly have more
INAUDIBLE (both patties speaking at the same time)

Mr. Casciani: This is the Planning Board, and this is where the approval comes from . Either
way, it can be said to defer to Public Works, but this board has the ability to act on the overall

project also. I am questioning what it is. I have seen the dock there and the structure of it and
it’s not completed but...

Chad Flansburg: So, I think that the comments that I heard are and there are 2 possible situations.
That this could be an element of the dock that is going to be created and could be extended out or
it wouid simply have to be removed and the dock built. So, I don’t have information as I said as
to what that is whether it is part of this dock that will be utilized but I do believe that is certainly
something that we could address with the Department of Public Works and certainly based on
the comments here, will have to be addressed.

Mr. Casciani: 1 can see where you really want this to go to the Department of Public Works,
that’s for sure. This isn’t a public hearing, and I don’t know if there are any neighbors here are
here 10 speak on this, I don’t know. Is there anyone? This is not a public hearing but. Ok, so
there is no one. Thanks ok.

Dave Arena: The permit for INAUDIBLE (not speaking into mic) what did I see here...il says
open installation of INAUDIBLE (other conversations being had and 1 can’t hear) but if they are
going 1o build off of there other dock or what’s there and we don’t know that that should be part
of the permit.

Chad Flansburg: Absolutely . What is in the permit, has (o be constructed and consistent with so
whatever is there, to the extent it could be utilized, it has to be conformed with the DEC permit.
It has to have the pylons; it has to be consistent with the DEC permit. I am not trying to take
any short culs; 1 just don’t have the information (o specifically respond but my beliel 1s that it
will be taken out because what you just mentioned that this is a pylon typed dock and that is part
of the permit process.

Mr. Casciani: I am sure that when Mr. Leonardo put it in or started it, he did it right. I am sure
that is not a flimsy operation and it would be a shame to tear it out.
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Chad Flansburg: We would only tear it out if it could not be utilized and consistent with the DEC
permit.

Mr. Casciani: Yes, and see, that is what I am saying. The way that your permit is now is for the
102 foot and that doesn’t have anything to do with that right now. That doesn’t even come into
play. I am just questioning what the future for that would be already started dock that was never
supposed to start.

Chad Flansburg: Unless it can be utilized, it would have (o be removed.

Mr. Casciani: Actually, 1 would hate to see something like that happen because it would be
another development or home. They could use it, I don’t know.

Chad Flansburg: It could be a possibility.
Mr. Casciani: I'm thinking, should we consider tabling this.

Chad Flansburg: If the only reason or hesitation that I have with tabling it, is that we are driving
1o dedicate this pumpstation.

Mr. Casciani: 1 don’t want to go on, that has been going on {or years so don’t go there.

Chad Flansburg: It has been but , 1 have been working diligently.

Mr. Casciani: You can keep working on that. What I am saying is let’s table this for 2 weeks and
come back in. This gives you a chance (o talk to Mr. Leonardo and you guys can resolve what
we are doing with this thing and I would recommend to see if e would be willing to drop that to

90 feet and then leaving that section of dock there for futurc use as opposed to tearing it out.

Chad Flansburg: So, if I understand on the proposal that there would be a 90-foot dock along
with allowing the existing structure {o remain until

Mr. Casciani: Untit that is resolved with the DEC .
Derek Anderson: 1 actually have a problem with that. Looking at the aerial photograph and you
Jook at that location of the dock, this is where is dock has 10 go. You can’t not leave it here for
the use of a neighbor because 1t 1s on his property.

Mr. Casciani: Well, there is a proposal for a dock to go somewhere

Derek Anderson: Yes, but that is not on his propetty and this dock that you can see in Lhe
photograph is clearly on his parcel

Josh Artuso: Yes, I just used the GIS measuring tool and it does sketch out to 30 feet south of

the property line which is where the location of this proposed dock is going to go so it does
appear that this is the location of that dock .
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Mr. Casciani: That could be extended then.

Derek Anderson: So, the real question is then, while this has come back to the board , when this
subdivision was approved back in 2019, DEC issued the permit for building the dock and all that
is happy and in place and transfer the permit as well. When this was approved the subdivision
approval, did that include the docks? And if it did, this is already approved. That is shown on the
drawing from 2019 as a 102-foot dock. This drawing is the subdivision from TYLIN for the
latest subdivision for what is down there. This drawing actually shows, and it shows this one at a
102 feet; it shows one right on the property line between this parcel and the parcel next o it as
being 30 fect long and a 3™ dock that is for the parcel to the north that is also 40 feet jong. So,
when this subdivision was approved and assuming this plan is from the subdivision approval
application

Mr. Casciani: The subdivision was approved

Derek Anderson: It says 2019. August 2, 2019 is the date on it. The dock has already been
approved unless that specific approval did not include the docks.

Mr. Casciani: No, there were no docks. We never approved any docks. We would need 10 see
the actual drawing because this drawing.

Josh Artuso: I am looking at the subdivision drawing that was signed, the official onc that was
filed and that does not indicate any docks on it.

Derek Anderson: So then in that case, this is a legitimate application. It has always been on the
books and has been at 102 feet from day 1 from the original concept drawings and it is shown
that way on DECs plan. Where it is going to go, if it’s going 1o replace where that existing dock
got started at one point.

Mr. Casciani: But the drawing that we have shows the 102-foot dock and that one is still on the
drawing so...

Derck Anderson: So consistent with what they proposed INAUDIBLE (both parties talking at the
same time)

Chad Flansburg: T understand that it has to be replaced, that is my understanding.

Derek Anderson: INAUDIBLE dock that something is going to happen. It is going to be replaced
or get extended. It doesn’( really matter. The point is, we have an application for a 102-foot
dock, and something has to get done with the old one and from the concept reviews that have
been going on for the last 3 years, it has always been shown as 102 feet. Not being
INAUDIBLE, not being shortened. This isn’t news to us, and we have known it all along. So
sure, shorten it 10 feet or whatever. Who knows, maybe a 102 feet is necessary for tying off the
boat, so it doesn’t trip back and forth off the docks. I am not a mariner kind of person but.
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Dave Malta: Well, a 90-foot boat, INAUDIBLE (both parties speaking at the same time)} [ don’t
see where it is going to work.

Derek Anderson: It leave 5 feet off of either end of the boat to tie it off.

Mr. Casciani: Well then, let me ask this, where do you stand with a 102 feet?

Derek Anderson: Again, it has been shown since 2019 so it is not a surprise 10 me.

Mr. Casciani: Yes, but it never had an approval for it.

Derek Anderson: Yes, but they have always been talking about it. 1 guess my point is, I don’t
have any objection to it because they have always been talking about it and it’s not a surprise to
me and that is why they came back in because back then we didn’t tell them, oh geez you got this
at 102 feet, you should have cut 10 feet off back then.

Mr. Casciani: So, with the one that is currently there... the only recommendation that we could
put through if this is going to the Engineering would be to, if you want to approve 102 feet, that
dock can nol be started util the current one is removed.

Derek Anderson: Removal or extension of the existing dock.

Mr. Casciani: 1 don’t know if that is what they want to do with it

Dave Malta: No, it sounds like they want to take it down.

Mr. Casciani: Ok look, tets put it this way, if we don’t want it to end up with 2 docks, which is
totally illegal,

Chad Flansburg: You will not end up with 2 docks. That can certainly be a condition of any
permit.

Mr. Casciani: Ok, so if the board so chooses 1o go with a 102 feet, then the approval, in my
opinion, should be that, that dock that is existing now be removed prior Lo the development of
the 102-foot dock.

Chad Flansburg: 1 will just have the understanding that, if it is going (o be utilized, it would be
extended but any extension has to be consistent with the DEC permit.

Mr. Casciani: The DEC permit is for the 102 foot of a new dock. A whole separate unit correct.
Chad Flansburg: Yes, it is for a 102 dock

Mr. Casciani: and so, the one that is there now I guess it is 60 foot, I don’t know what it is now
so if they are going to utilize that and extend that, is that about what it is Josh?
Josh Artuso: It’s about 50 feet
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Mr. Casciani: So, if they are going to extend that another 50-60 feet or whatever it is, that would
be ok to use that but if they are going to put in a 102 feet separate dock then this one needs to be

removed before.

Chad Flansburg: Absolutely

Mr. Casciani: Before the 102 foot one starts. INAUDIBLE change later on.

Chad Flansburg: And that is absolutely how it should be, and we have no problem with that.

Mr. Casciani: You guys alright with that?

Dave Malta: This is just concept anyway.

Mr. Casciani: Yes, but it needs a referral back to the Engineering Department the way I am
interpreting this code. Are you guys ok with it?

Board: Yes

Mr. Casciani: Alright, so we will go with 102 foot and we probably should put some sorl of

resolution together .

RESOILUTION 21-106

VOTE:

Mr
Mr.
Mr.,

My
Mr.

Mr. Casciani made a motion for send a letter to the
Town of Webster Engineering Department stating
that the board is in favor of the 102-foot
dock/proposed dock. However, if the current
existing dock is going to be extended, then that
would be part of the 102 foot but i a separate dock
of 102-foot dock is installed the current existing
structure needs (o be removed prior to starting
construction which was scconded by Mr, Giardina.

. Anderson AYE

. Arena AYE
Kosel ABSENT
Malta AYE

", Meixel) AYE

. Casciani AYE
Giardina AYE
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Dave Arena read the fifth application:

877 DEWITT ROAD RESUBDIVISION / ACCESSORY STRUCTURE: Located at 877
Dewitt Road. Applicant Steve Syracusa is requesting PRELIMINARY/FINAL SUBDIVISION
AND SITE PLAN APPROVAL (PUBLIC HEARING) associated with the combination of 3
lots into 1 and construction of a 1,200-sf accessory structure on a proposed .79-acre parcel
having SBL # 078.09-1-13 located in an R-3 Single Family Residential District under Sections
192-20 and 225-36 of the Code of the Town of Webster.

Appearing before the board was Walt baker with DSB Engineers with me tonight is Mr. Stephen
Syracusa who owns the propetty at 877 Dewili Road. I am sure everyone is familiar with Dewitl
Road and this particular lot is located south of Holt which is on the Bay side which would be on
the west side of Dewitt Road and he has an existing house on the property now and he actually
owns 3 other lots in addition to the existing one he has now. What he would like to do is

combine 2 of those vacant lots into his existing property at 877 Dewitt Road in order to build a
30 x 40 garage.

We did submit the plans along with elevation of the building that he was to build and the
butlding he was to build garage which is going to be 10-foot height and 30 x 40 with metal
standing INAUDIBLE roof ; tan in color siding; and stone veneer 3 foot up for the from the
surface and 2 garage doors. One of the east side and on the north side. The lot in question. The
district over there is call R-3 which requires a minimum of 22,000 square feet and the existing
lots he has now are pre-existing non-conforming lots that would actually probably approve or
developed back in the 1930 which some of the lots are 50 wide by a 130 feet and what he would
like to do I combine those lots into his existing properties and this way he will end up with a
conforming zoning lot with 34,000 square feet and the code requires 22,000.

Mr. Casciani: The location of this house sits quite a ways back in and 1 was talking to Josh
yeslerday and we were discussing this and if you look at the drawing where his house is now,
this is actually in align sideways with the house. So, if you look at the drawing you see the front
of the house is this way but in reality, the address is Dewitt Road. So, the address is Dewitt
Road, and we need o interrupt that the front of the house is a Dewitt address with it facing cast
so that would be facing the road so that would make the proposed garage in the back yard, he’s
totally in the back of the house. So, I think that is the biggest concern we have (o ook at. Do
you see what I am saying?

Board: Yes
Walt Baker: As you all know, Mohawk and Sunset were like I said, probably from the 1930°s
INAUDIBLLE (someone speaking at the same time) you will see that the names of the streets in

the right of ways are there, bul they were never built for the original intent.

Mr. Casciani: If I am not mistaken, the right of way going in there is only 50 feet anyways, isn’t
it. So, it is not even legal to put a roadway in there.

Walt Baker: Correct.
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Mr. Casciani: I think there are several of those that Mr. Syracusa has some of them, the county
owns some, there are different owners of those little parcels but anyway, I think we have to agree
with that theory. The front of the house is the address which is really his east side of his house
so that make the garage the back of the house. It conforms to everything else, and he meets the
setbacks and so forth and so on.

Dave Malta: Is that shed going to stay?

Walt Baker: Yes

Yes, I think you can have one accessory building and one shed. Ok, so he is good.

Dave Arena: Running water, anything, what is going to do inside?

Walt Baker: Just electric

Mr. Casciani: And it’s for personal use and for personal storage.

Walt Baker: Yes

Derck Anderson: The driveway does come off of Dewitt Road. It looks like it crosses someone
else’s parcel, so it looks like there is an easement on that.

Walt Baker: That is correct.

Mr. Casciani: And that is basically the structure he is building that is right here?
Walt Baker: Correct, yes.

Dave Arena: How is the rainwater coming down?

Mr. Casciani: That is all field back in there. Probably just sheet run off. So, this is a public
hearing, is there anyone wishing to speak for or againsi this application? Ok, I am not sceing
anyone so we will close the public portion and bring it back up to the board. Are there any
concerns?

Mr, Anderson:
RESOLUTION

Town of Webster Planning Board considered the request by Applicant, Steve Syracusa to
combine 3 lots having SBL Numbers 078.09-48, 078.09-47, and 078.09-1-13 into | lot and
construct a 1,200-sf accessory structure on the combined lot located on 870 DeWitt Road.

The Planning Board classifies the proposed action to be a Type 11 Action under Section

617.5(c)(9) of the State Environmental Review (SEQR) Regulations and therefore is not subject
to further review.
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RESOLUTION 21-107

VOTE:

Mr. Anderson made a motion for TYPE II SEQR
which was seconded by Mr. Arena.

Mr. Anderson AYE
Mr. Arena AYE
Mr. Kosel ABSENT
Mr. Malta AYE
Mr. Meixell AYE
M. Casciani AYE
Mr. Giardina AYE

Mr. Casciani: Dave before you make a motion, the first part you should probably put in there that
this board, because when you look at it, it looks like it is on the side so I would put in there that
this board has determined the address of Dewitt Road is the front of the house just so we have
something on record showing why we did this.

RESOLUTION 21-108

VOTE:

CONDITIONS:

Mr. Malta made a motion for PRELIMINARY
APPROVAL AT Located at 877 Dewitt Road. The board
has determined that the address of the property, Dewilt
Road is on the front of the house, so the proposed garage is
at the rear of the lot. Applicant Steve Syracusa is
requesting PRELIMINARY/FINAL SUBDIVISION
AND SITE PLLAN APPROVAL (PUBLIC HEARING)
associated with the combination of 3 lots into | and
construction of a 1,200-sf accessory structure on a
proposed .79-acre parcel having SBL # 078.09-1-13 located
in an R-3 Singlc Family Residential District under Sections
192-20 and 225-36 of the Code of the Town of Webster
which was seconded by Mr. Meixell.

Mr. Anderson AYE
Mr. Arcna AYE
Mr. Kosel ABSENT
Mr. Malta AYE
Mr. Meixell AYE
Mr. Casciani AYE
Mr. Giardina AYE

1. Lot is restricted to one accessory building
2. The building is to conform to the size in which was presented on the plan
3. The placement of the building should comply with all setback requirements.
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4, The building should not be placed near the property line or footprint of the main building
or residence on the lot.

5. No point on the building will be higher then the existing structure.

6. No commercial use shall occur on the parcel and the accessory structure shall be used for
personal use only as defined by the Town Code.

7. Significant construction shall occur within one year as deemed by the Planning Board set
to expire on 10.19.2022

8. Comply with all requirements of any Federal, State, County or Town agency.

9. All site work is to be in compliance with the standards of the Town of Webster.

10. Subject to all governmental fees

11. Subject to the final approved minutes.

RESOLUTION 21-109 Mr. Malta made a motion for FINAL APPROVAL AT
Located at 877 Dewitt Road. Applicant Steve Syracusa is
requesting PRELIMINARY/FINAL SUBDIVISION
AND SITE PLAN APPROVAL (PUBLIC HEARING)
associated with the combination of 3 lots into 1 and
construction of a 1,200-s{ accessory structure on a
proposed .79-acre parcel having SBL # 078.09-1-13 located
in an R-3 Single Family Residential District under Sections
192-20 and 225-36 of the Code of the Town of Webster
which was seconded by Mr. Meixell.

VOTE:
Mr. Anderson AYE
Mr. Arena AYE
Mr. Kosel ABSENT
Mr. Malta AYE
Mr. Meixell AYE
Mr. Casciant AYE
Mr. Giardina AYE

CONDTIONS:
1. Significant construction shall occur within one year as deemed by the Planning Board set
to expirc on 10.19.2022

Dave Arena read the sixth application:

740 RIDGE ROAD GARBER CHEVROLET EXPANSION: Located at 740 Ridge Road.
Applicant Lefrois Builders and Developers are requesting SKETCH PLAN REVIEW of a
proposed 2,700 single-story auto sales building and parking lot expansion associated with Garber
Chevrolet on a 13.21-acre site having SBL # 079.17-1-7.11 located in a CO Commercial
Qutdoor Storage District under Sections 225-19 and 228-4 of the Code of the Town of Webster.
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Appearing before the board was Mike Bogojevski with BME Associates and with me is Mike
INAUDIBLE with LeFrois Builders . We are here tonight for conceptual review for a new
building a 740 Ridge Road. It is for a proposed 2,700 square foot car sales building basically
next to the existing Garber Chevrolet Subaru site, and it will be a new building to serve the
dealership there. The property is just east of Hatch Road intersection on the other side of Ridge
Road. Itis approximately 13 acres, 13.4 and it is in the Commercial outdoor storage zoning
district.

The proposed use, car sales is what is allowed in the CO district and it is what is going on at the
site currently. The property is bordered by the west by another car dealership to the east by Vital
Signs and then residential to the north. The new building will be located on the east side of the
existing 2 buildings there. In the current parking area, they are going to use a portion of that
parking area for the new building and then provide new parking spaces in the front of the
building and then to the rear of that building.

The second part of the proposal is to expand the existing parking area that’s to the rear of the
existing buildings to the north and they currently have an existing parking area that they are
looking to expand to provide additional vehicle storage basically for additional cars. The current
existing site has around 528 parking spaces but the proposed building and new parking layout 1o
the east of the current buildings there and then that expansion of that parking area on the north
side to the rear of the buildings the proposed parking will increase to 701 parking spaces. The
CO district does require a 100-foot buffer to the residential district to the north and with the
layout of the parking to the north side we are making sure to maintain that 100-foot buffer.
Ultilities will be extended to the new building from onsite services and no new entrances are
proposed on the road. Storm water will be directed to the existing pond and with final design we
will make sure to assess that pond if there arc any improvements needed with the additional run
off from the additional parking and pavement arca that will be constructed.

Next, I have renderings for the proposed building, and it is pretty similar to the existing Garber
Chevy Garber Subaru building. So, if therc arc any building related questions, I will leave for
Max to help out with those. We are here tonight for conceptual review so if there is any input or
questions from the board, we would be happy 1o receive them.

Mark Giardina: 1 just have a minor suggestion, the color blue that you have on the drawing, it 1s
a nice color, but it also blends in Garber and you can not see it. 1 would just make a suggestion
that paint the name Garber a different color. Perhaps white or something like that. That way
people driving by knows what it is about and not that they wouldn’(, because it is close o the
other car dealers but as I said, it is just a minor suggestion.

Mike Bogojevski: I am sure that is something Max could look into.

Dave Arena: Will there be any changes in the lighting because of the expansion of the parking
lot?
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Mike Bogojevski: There is existing lighting along Ridge Road that will remain and then the
existing parking area in the back does have parking, lighting and that will be expanding with the
proposed new parking area.

Mark Giardina: There 1s no Chevrolet symbol or anything on the building indicating it’s a...
Mike Bogojevski: It will be used for resale, used car sales.
Mr. Casciani: There are a few comments, and I don’t know if you got a copy of them.

Mike Bogojevski: We got the PRC comments that were provided, and I don’t believe any of
them were substantial that we can’t address with the final design and I know one of them was
regarding the storm water but that will end up being a final design item once we do that.

Derek Anderson: I have a couple quick questions for you. When is Garber planning on coming
in for approval of the signs that they put on the building? They took down the Doyle signs and
put-up Garber signs and they never came before this board.

Mike Bogojevski: That I am not aware of.

Derek Anderson: It would be nice to find out INAUDIBLE (both parties speaking at the same
time)

Mike Bogojevski: Will have to coordinate with the developer

Derek Anderson: The other thing to is that in the past there has always been an issue with
unloading vehicles on RT 104. DOT put in a lot of money to clean up and repave the area and
the amount of damage that you can sec alongside of the road, you can tell it’s being redone. |
haven’t seen but I am not out there during the daytlime either, but you can sec the tire tracks on
the side of the road, they are destroying the area. There are areas where you can see where the
truck drivers have driven over the signs that says they are not allowed to do it. So, where on this
site do you propose to have the cars unloaded and when is that going to be enforced so that no
cars are parked in that arca for sales, a dedicated, untoading area . It has been a problem that we
have had in this area and frankly, any kind of concept plan going forward on this...

Mr. Casciani: Currently, they have been driving in on their site to unfoad. Now whether they do
all the time, that is something we will talk about at preliminary and we will put that as a
resolution . That’s a good point but they have been doing that.

Derek Anderson: If they have been doing that, that’s good but it has been a problem in the past.

1 am just now looking at this site plan and I am not seeing anything in here that is wide enough 1o
use for unloading.

Mike Bogojevski: The site plan doesn’t have designated truck unloading area. The parking on

the east side of the existing Garber Chevrolet is getting reconfigured from what is there to make
sure that there is a straight entrance lane and to provide access to the east side of the building.
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So, we are opening up a little extra of the parking spaces sort of speak and that is something that
we will have to look at to make sure there is an area for them and that is convenient to make
sure that they can pull off the road and it doesn’t become an issue.

Derek Anderson: I think it is something that we should show on the plans and 1 believe we have
seen it in the past at least that was shown on the plans. It is something that you should show on
the plans so that if it becomes a problem again. We can always put it as a condition for permit,
but it’s never enforced. So, it has to be something that is a little more enforceable.

Mike Bogojevski: And honestly that is why we are here for concept review so we can get that
input moving forward.

Dave Malta: Also, we are going to want to see that front end, all that corroded area and the
whole area fixed and replanted and we want to see the sign put back up there and stop using it.

Mike Bogojevski: Ok, that is something that we will have to work out with the town, and [ am
not sure which of the signs that you are referring to.

Mr. Casciani: The sate put those sign up.
Derek Anderson: Yes, the put-up specific signs prohibiting, and they are all gone.
Mike Bogojevski: That 1s something we will have t look into

Mr. Casciani: Yes, because il looks trashy there. Ok, we can deal with that. Those are good
points will need to put in there. One of the biggest issues, when they did the Subaru one of the
other additions there, then when they did the Subaru we wetre firm on the drainage and 1 believe
it was Walt Baker who was here earlier and he was the Engineer on it if [ am not mistaken but he
was pretly good with that and they took care of the drainage and increased it and 1 think this is
something you should be looking at and it is probably the biggest issue just for the drainage of
the water run off with the additional parking.

Mike Bogojevski: Understood.
Mur. Casciani: In the back they have that whole area, detention

Mike Bogojevski: Yes, and everything will be directed to that existing pond with the additional
pavement, and we will assess that pond and see if there are any additional improvements that
necd to be made for the additional pavement and also the if there is any other green infostructure
or treatment that needs to be provided to meet the DECs stormwater guidelines for the additional
pavement to be added.

Mr. Casciani: Ok anything else? I think we covered pretty much everything. It is an existing site,

it’s an allowed use, doesn’t need a variance and I guess the biggest thing again is the drainage.
Alright. You might mention to them somewhere along the line, and I agree with you, showing
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the turnaround or parking area within the property for unloading the vehicles and maintenance
of the front area, the landscape area.

Mike Bogojevski: Ok. Understood. Thank you very much.

Mr. Casciani: Something that we forgot to do is when .... What we should be looking at that
Leonardo, we did not do a LWRP on that and we probably should. That it is in conformance
with the LWRP.

(conversations amongst board members)

Mr. Casciani: So, 1 will make a motion then that we include the project Lot R-3 Bay Blue that

the project is consistent with the review of the proper balance between natural resources and
permitting INAUDIBLE waterfront coastal area and that will be a motion.

RESOLUTION 21-110 Mr. Casciani made a motion for UNLISTED
ACTION which was seconded by Mr. Giardina.
VOTE:
Mr. Anderson AYE
Mr. Arena AYE
Mr. Kosel ABSENT
Mr. Malta AYE
Mr. Meixell AYE
Mr. Casciani AYE
Mr, Giardina AYE

Dave Arena read the seventh application:

SIENNA RESERVE (ORCHARD ROAD): Located along Orchard Road, immediately west of
the Bird Sanctuary Trail. Applicant Insite Land Development is requesting PRELIMINARY
SUBDIVISION AND SITE PLAN APPROVAL (PUBLIC HEARING) associated with the
subdivision of land to accommodate a 10-lot single-family residential development on a 5.94-
acrc parcel having SBL # 080.05-2-2.1 located in an R-3 Single Family Residential District
under Sections 192-27 and 228-7 of the Code of the Town of Websler.

Appearing before the board was Meghan Serine with BME Associates and 1 am here on behalfl
of Insite Land Development with Rudy Neufeld and we are here for Sienna Reserve and it 1s
located at north of North Ponds Park along Orchard Road, just south of Blue Creek Drive a little
bit east of Holt Road.

This is under R-3 single family zoning and we are here for preliminary plan approval of the
subdivision Sienna Reserve with the following lot standards at 75-foot minimum lot width; 15
feet between houses; 40-foot front setback; 50 at the rear and a minimum lot size of 18,500
square feet. These plans are consistent with the ones presented July 20" concept, sorry, sketch
plan meeting. The cluster conventional plans were presented at the meeting and there were no
issues with the cluster development we therefore proceeded with finalizing with the cluster
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design. The site will also be accessed by 26-foot-wide private drive with one gutter on the low
side to catch drainage and a turn around for providing emergency service access to adequately
service the site. This private drive will be maintained by the HOA and along with that we will be
providing conservations easements and the overall benefit will provide reduced disturbance on
the eastern and western areas of the site and will provide a total of 1.78 acres of undisturbed area
and this is just about 1/3 of the site and that would not be obtainable with the typical
conventional plan. The 65-foot-wide conservation easement along the eastern property line is
also on the sites highest area of the property and will contain the most valuable trees and these
will be protected under the conservation casement. Along with that, the utilities, the watermain
will be connected to the main along Orchard Road, the sanitary will be connected to the existing
manhole at Blue Creek Drive under a filed easement and stormwater will be handled internally
with the stormwater pond shown on the rendering here.

It has been designed per DEC and town standards and the drainage report was provided to the
town for review . There have been concerns with the drainage in the area and with the pond
design, the outflow of the pond will reduce the overall outflows and out of control rate as well
and will maintain existing drainage. The proposed pond is also going to be under a town, sorry,
HOA easement . We have received PRC comments and I actually have hard copies of responses
and I understand that the digital file that I sent to Josh was sent a little late, but I do have copies
in casc that will address drainage concerns and | would like to move forward with preliminary
plan approval and here for a technical questions.

Derek Anderson: You said you had copies of your responses; 1 would like to have a copy.

Mr. Casciani: Yes, at the PRC meeting there was several issues brought up by different
departments. Yes, there were issues at PRC and the biggest one there was lot number 5. Reality
is that it is crunched right in there. A small triangle goes back (o nothing in the back.

Meghan Serine: Right, so we have taken a look at that and with the grading exhibit that 1 have
provided to you with the responses, we were able 1o move the grading further into the site to
climinate the disturbance along there and to maintain that lot arca as much as possible.

Mr. Casciani: Again, we arc familiar with what you had at sketch plan. This is a public hearing
and I guess there are some neighbors that have concerns here so 1 think what I would like to do,
i it’s ok with the board, is open the public hearing and sec what kind of comments and kind of
guide us a hitle bit . T mean, you folks live therc and know the arca. What we will do is, we will
ask you 10 go up Lo the mic and give us your name and your address.

Mary Kathryn Dapper at 797 Blue Creek Drive: (SEE ATTACHED CONCERNS)
M. Casciani: Is there anyone else wishing to speak?
AUDINECE MEMBER: (did not stale name or address) 1 heard the frontage is supposed to be

75 foot. Isn’t there some sort of a code in Webster that is a 100 frontage? (Florence Flammia)
Derek Anderson: The standard lot width is a 100 feet and a cluster development is 75 feet.
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Mr. Casciani: The width of the lots can be 75 feet and most of them that they are showing is a
100 feet.

AUDINECE MEMBER: I live on 5 Linda Lane and my name is Florene Flammia. The
INAUDIBLE that was built in the 1970’s was done by the Town of Webster and on private
property. Mr. and Mrs. Gentile who are out of town and wanted to be here, but they couldn’t
change their plans, that is on their property. [ have a concern that the flood plan for a 100 years, |
have, and we don’t know that we are going to have that it goes into this ditch and it hasn’t been
cleaned out ever and I tried to do it, but I am old now. 1 just feel that the pond is going to cause a
major problems for us on Linda Lane, all 4 of us on Linda Lane and it has never been dug out
and Mr, & Mrs. Gentile have the ditch all on their property and my other concern is the overflow
for the pond. Where is that going to go? Is it going to go to that pipe that is behind my house? 1
don’t know. It’s not going to take a lot of overflow like the massive rainstorms lately then that
6-inch little pope isn’t going to take nothing and that is my other concern. Now there is 10
houses on that property is excessive. I know they are trying to do as much as they can ; make as
much money as then can; but I think it is an excessive amount of houses for that 5 acres. The
easement, I have spoke to Mr. Artuso about the easement that goes along that property from west
to east and goes to the bird sancluary and he said they have an easement to clean that out and I
don’t see any reason why they can’t take that and open it up and put the drainage to the bird path
because it is a very, very, deep ditch and it would take a lot of water away from where they are
going 1o dump it and that is al I have to say.

Dan Domacich at 789 Blue Creek Drive and 1 am the resident who has granted the casement
availability to the developer. The issue of the drainage ditch in the back is an important one to
look at and I know that some of the engineers were over there the other day to look at the
possibilities of it in terms of overflow and whatever, in fact they had a discussion with Josh
carlier tonight and their assessment was that the water should be flowing o the east and for the
past 25 years that I have lived there has always llowed 1o the west and with quite force as well
and so 1 think that is something that the engineers need to look at very carefully in terms of
whether or not it makes sense to have it go east. If it does, fine but 1 don’t think it does and it
should be going 1o the right and I think rather then keeping it open as a ditch, I think installing
some type of 10-12 inch pipe there that could be covered with land rather then creating a deeper
ditch makes more sense especially if the retaining pond that we are talking about is suppose (o
control the flow/volume of the water coming through there so T think that is another picce that
the engineers and developer needs to look at and the only other piece that 1 wanted to comment
on was that my neighbor and 1, Mr. Schuler, our understanding from the developer that therce
would be no more then 8 sites and in fact that is one of the criteria’s that 1 looked at in terms to
agreeing to the easement and the whole idea with having 10 there seems a bit congested and I
think it presents problems in terms of the density of people being there and he issues of noise,
light pollution especially the elimination of the trees. So, 1 think those are 2 additional items that
need to be considered in terms of that development.

Pat Medinie at 677 Hard Road: (accent was thick) (I know basically I shouldn’t be talking about
what they are saying but it is reassurance when this developer went to develop Landon Woods, 1
cried, I shout, and I opposed 100% because basically they were going to put down all the trees so
basically generation of deer, coyotes, fox, and this and that, in my mind I said, I am not going to

Pg. 433 /October 19, 2021 Planning Meeting



1ge



